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Abstract

The Electric Rate Adjustment Mechanism (ERAM), adopted by the
California Public Utilities Commission for the major investor-owned
utilities in the state, represents a major departure from traditional
rate-of-return ratemaking. ERAM removes the anti-conservation
bypass of ratemaking by ensuring the utility will fully collect its
authorized revenue requirement irrespective of the level of sales. Over
or undercollections of revenues accrue to a balancing account and are
amortized into future rates. This mechanism protects the utility from the
risk of sales deviating from expectations for all reasons. Shielding the
utility in this way can confound other policy goals which rely on the
utility facing incentives other than those created by ERAM.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the adoption of the Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanism (ERAM) by
California, the introduction of ERAM-like mechanisms has been contemplated by other jur-
isdictions.! ERAM removes an anti-conservation bias of traditional rate-of-return regulation
by guaranteeing that a utility will collect its authorized revenue requirement, irrespective of
its level of sales.2 ERAM enjoys wide support in the industry in California and is particularly
enthusiastically endorsed by conservationists.3 The California utilities have opposed the
removal of ERAM, and the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners Energy
Conservation Committee stands on record as supporting ERAM-like ratemaking reforms. 4
However, some members of the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC) staff have
recommended the elimination of ERAM, and a few policy analysts outside the State have
also expressed reservations.5

In this paper, it is assumed that encouraging energy conservation and fostering
competition in the supply of electricity are both established California energy policies, and
the cases for and against such policies will not be argued. Within this context, the goal here
is merely to describe the history and the mechanics of ERAM in some detail, drawing on the
formal records and using a simple model of ERAM’s operation.  Hopefully, some ap-
propriate lessons from the California experience can be learned.s

1. See, for exampie, Jones 1989, Moskovitz 1989, and Weil 1989.

2. decoupling of utility earnings from sales was only one of the motives for the initial implementation of
ERAM. Notably, ERAM was intended to bolster the financial health of the utilities. See the History of ERAM
section for more details. However, the decoupling motive is emphasized here because it is the motive that
concerns most jurisdictions currently considering ERAM.

3. Cavanagh, 1988
4. NARUC Bulletin, 8 August 1988, page 19
5. Sissine, 1989

6. To demonstrate the policy problems that can result from ERAM, an example from recent California
regulation is developed in the appendix.
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BACKGROUND

In 1982, the California Public Utilities Commission introduced a unique regulatory
procedure called the Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanism, which tends to eliminate a
recognized anti-conservation bias in prior California regulation.? The bias results from the
phenomenon that, under California regulation, utilities gain when actual sales exceed those
forecast, and vice-versa. This creates an anti-conservation incentive because conservation
programs that prove more effective than anticipated hurt utility earnings, while ones that fail
benefit the company. ERAM eliminates this incentive by automatically ensuring that utilities
collect their exact authorized base revenue requirement over time, irrespective of the vol-
ume of sales. Consequently, ERAM reduces company risk and tends to keep profits more
stable while maintaining the incentive to cut costs and improve productivity. While ERAM is
conceptually straightforward, implementation in California has inevitably evolved into
accounting procedures that are confusing at first glance. Therefore, some understanding of
California ratemaking practice must precede understanding of ERAM mechanics.

ERAM periodically adjusts the non-fuel part of rates, base rates, to ensure that the utility
actually collects its full authorized revenue requirement. ERAM achieves this parity by main-
taining a balancing account in which miscollections of revenues accrue. This accounting
procedure mimics the conduct of the California Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC), a
familiar process in many states.8 Both ERAM and ECAC balancing account mechanisms ad-
dress the problem of actual revenues straying from authorized levels between general rate
cases. ECAC adjustments attempt to account for unanticipated fluctuations in fuel costs,
while ERAM accounts for unanticipated fluctuations in sales volume. Note that ECAC en-
sures that most actual fuel costs are recovered, while ERAM ensures that authorized
non-fuel costs are recovered; that is, the existence of these mechanisms together con-
siderably reduces utility risk exposure.9 The utility can still exceed its authorized rate of
return on rate base by improving productivity, that is, lowering non-fuel costs below auth-

7. The major electric utilities regulated by the CPUC are Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), Pacific Power and
Light (PP&L), San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E), Sierra Pacific Power (SPP), and Southern California Edison
(Edison).

8. also often called fuel cost adjustment or fuel offset mechanisms

9. This not exactly true. See the discussion of AER below.
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orized levels. Conversely, poor productivity performance is penalized by a lower rate of
return.

A third California mechanism, the Attrition Revenue Adjustment (ARA, or simply,
attrition) also prevents a wedge from developing between a utility’s costs and its authorized
revenue requirement during years between general rate cases. Attrition attempts to take
account of several specific sources of such a wedge, notably, inflation, changes in plant
costs, and fluctuations in the cost of capital. ARA and ERAM work together; ARA adjusts the
revenue requirement and ERAM guarantees its collection.

ERAM protects utilities from the consequences of sales deviating from those forecast,
the fluctuations of most concern to the drafters of ERAM being sales losses resulting from
successful conservation programs. In the absence of ERAM, they successfully argued,
regulatory incentives unnecessarily discourage adoption of beneficial conservation by the
utilities because encouraging sales beyond those forecast is rewarded with a higher rate of
return on rate base, while lower sales depress earnings. This phenomenon exists because
generating and selling an extra kWh imposes little cost on the utility relative to the additional
revenue collected. To éppreciate just how small the incremental cost of generation s,
notice that ECAC guarantees the collection of the extra fuel cost, which becomes just a

pass-through. The incremental cost borne by the utility consists of only labor, transmission,
accounting, etc.10

The guarantee of collecting authorized revenue requirement was also intended to
bolster the failing financial health of the California utilities in a troubled time. During the
mid-1980’s, however, California utilities achieved comfortable reserve margins as the San
Onofre and Diablo Canyon nuclear stations came on-line, non-utility generation appeared
in unexpectedly large amounts, and fuel prices fell precipitously. All these factors con-
siderably weakened the conservation imperative. 11 Further, some troublesome aspects of
ERAM surfaced and, as part of an extensive review of California electric ratemaking, the

10. Note that this another way of saying that ECAC has made a bad situation worse by forcing prices to
further deviate from marginal cost.

11. See, for example, Calwell and Cavanagh, 1989. Messenger, 1989, and CEC/CPUC, 1988
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elimination of ERAM was recommended by the CPUC staff. California utilities and various
lobbyists, however, vigorously opposed ERAM's elimination, and, for now, the Commission

has elected to retain it. For the moment, ERAM remains embedded in the State’s regulatory
structure.

Some other states have or have had automatic mechanisms that routinely adjust rates
to ensure that rate-of-return targets are met. In New Mexico, for example, a Cost of Service
Indexing (COSI) system that automatically adjusted rates between hearings to ensure that
rates of return kept within a half percent of the target rate was in effect from 1975 to 1982.12
While the COSI system was overturned by the New Mexico legislature, a similar
arrangement in Alabama called the Rate Stabilization and Equalization process continues
in effect. Nonetheless, rate-of-return stabilizing measures are rare and the adoption of
ERAM by the CPUC marks an historic deviation from traditional rate-of-return regulation.
While ERAM does not guarantee the California utilities can earn their allowed rate of return
on rate base, in effect, it does the next best thing by ensuring collection of their authorized
revenue requirement whatever the volume of sales. ERAM can actually be more favorable
to the utilities than a rate-of-return guarantee because the cost minimizing incentive remains
in place and the utility can, in fact, exceed its allowed rate of return on rate base by effective
cost control. ERAM, therefore, represents a highly favorable departure from traditional
ratemaking, from the utility perspective.

12. Radford, 1988, page 240.






CALIFORNIA RATEMAKING

Introduction

Most rate-of-return ratemaking uses a test year approach, but California is unusual in
that the test year is in the future and all test year parameters used in regulatory proceedings
are based on forecasts.13,14 California regulation also deviates from the norm in that
general rate cases (GRC'’s) are conducted at regular three-year intervals, rather than
whenever the utility chooses to initiate a proceeding by filing for a change in rates.15 The
two years in which GRC'’s are not held are called the attrition years. Inthe GRC, the revenue
requirement of the utility for the test year are forecast, and they are simply divided by
forecasted sales to find the rate necessary to recover the approved utility’s costs, which
includes the approved rate of return. In the case of electric utilities, the CPUC intends the
utility to collect all non-fuel costs through this basic process. Non-fuel costs include
depreciation, return on investment, taxes, salaries, and other expenses. The rate that
emerges from the calculation is called the base rate. However, since fuel costs are

considered more volatile, regulators separately calculate a fuel component to rates in the
more frequent ECAC proceedings.

ERAM concerns only the recovery of base rate revenue requirement; that is, it has no
effect on the ECAC component in customer rates. However, determination of the ERAM
adjustment occurs within the proceeding that determines ECAC rates, simply for con-
venience.

General Rate Case Cycle

While the base and ECAC rates are the two major conceptual components of customer
tariffs, any reference to real historic data would show that base rates, far from being fixed
between the triennial GRC’s, actually change frequently over time, exclusive of ERAM.

13. California is by no means the only state that uses forecast test years; however, most states use historic
test years.

14. The purpose of this discussion of forecast test years is not intended to imply that ERAM is applicable
only in jurisdictions with forecast test years. Rather, the intent is to set the regulatory stage on which ERAM
plays. Note also that the forecast gaming problem that ERAM attempts to address exists wherever forecasting is
used in ratemaking, irrespective of whether the test year is in the future or the past.

15. In most jurisdictions a proceeding can also be instigated by commission staff.
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California has an attrition mechanism which adjusts rates in all non-GRC years. Also, the
prudence review of a major utility project typically occurs in a proceeding separate from the
GRC. When a decision comes, the authorized revenue requirement adjusts accordingly.
Less generically, the start-up of nuclear power plant decommissioning funds has caused

revenue requirement changes as have changes in tax expenses resulting from the 1986
Tax Act.

In summary, the sources of rate base adjustments include the following: 1. the initial
base rate is not fixed but is adjusted for attrition and changes in sales forecasts: 2. the
CPUC conducts prudence reviews of new plant additions or other utility decisions that can
result in base rate changes. California currently has a policy of a fixed three-year GRC
cycle, the first year of which always serves as the test year.16 In all years, including the GRC
year, the authorized revenue requirement is updated by the attrition process. The
ratemaking cycle, then, is as follows:

year 1:  This is the year following the GRC and always serves as the test year in that case.
A financial attrition hearing is also held to set the financial attrition adjustment for
year 2. An ECAC hearing including the ERAM adjustment takes place.

year2: A financial attrition hearing for year 3 is held. An ECAC hearing including the
ERAM adjustment takes place.

year 3:  Both the GRC and an attrition proceeding are conducted. An ECAC hearing
including the ERAM adjustment takes place.

Additionally, there is an ECAC hearing and an ERAM adjustment every year, using a
forecast test year.

Attrition

Many states have introduced attrition mechanisms, although implementations differ
widely. The notion of attrition emerged during the late 1970’s, when rapidly rising costs
eroded earnings because revenues are fixed between rate cases. California attrition has
two main components, operational and financial.

16. The regular-cycle was adopted in 1984, but is beginning to break down because of the ongoing
merger proceeding for Edison and SDG&E.
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Operational attrition adjusts for the utility’s cost of service in years between rate cases.
It is generally separated into two portions, expense and capital. The expense portion of
attrition essentially adjusts operating expenses for inflation. The capital portion, sometimes
called rate-base attrition, accounts for expected changes in real plant resulting from
forecasted plant additions and customer growth.17 While certain details regarding oper-
ational attrition are litigated in the GRC, the actual operation during attrition years is not and
is generally uncontroversial. Operational attrition serves to reduce the company’s risk from
factors it presumably cannot control, such as growth in the number of customers, material
prices, etc., while leaving the company at risk for factors it can control, notably, productivity.

Financial attrition examines a utility’s debt and equity returns in light of changing
financial markets. Financial attrition aims to keep the company earning the same real rate of
return on rate base despite changing nominal costs of capital. Financial attrition generates
far more controversy than operational attrition. Unlike operational attrition, financial attrition
is not an automatic mechanism but is determined in a hearing held in every non-GRC year.
The original intention of this hearing concerned compensating the utility for changes in
financial conditions, notably interest rates, which are a large factor in utility costs, and which
are beyond the company's control. However, in recent years, the hearing has generalized
to include a review of the company’s earnings, relative to market conditions, and rates are
changed if witnesses convince the Commission that such a change is justified. Therefore,
the financial attrition hearing has become a separate annual rate case that reviews the
overall performance of the utility, although its rate of return is measured using authorized
expenses and rate base. That is, there is no re-review of costs, and, if the company proves
more efficient than what was foreseen for the test year, it can still earn returns higher than
authorized. This annual realignment of the rate of return further reduces the company’s risk
exposure.

Note the important synergism between operational attrition and ERAM. Consider the
situation if ERAM existed, but attrition did not. Suppose the number of customers grows
during attrition years but the authorized revenue requirement stayed at last year's levels.
While the increased number of customers results in added costs to the utility, its chances of

17. Major plant additions are handled separately in a special proceeding.
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cost recovery, via the implied increase in sales, are eliminated by ERAM because any
overcollection gets mechanically repaid to customers. This synergism leads to the
conclusion that ERAM would not be fair in the absence of attrition. Operational attrition is
needed, in par, it is argued, because under an ERAM regime, no increase in base revenue
requirement can be recouped, even if a sales increase requires the utility to increase its
output capacity. Operational attrition once determined in the GRC is not sensitive to sales,
so it should not reintroduce the gaming or anti-conservation behavior that ERAM was
designed to eliminate.

Another current characteristic of attrition is that whenever there is a revision to rates
due to attrition, the latest sales forecast is used, usually from the last ECAC proceeding.
Thus, forecasted miscollections in base rate revenues are minimized. In previous years, the
attrition adjustment relied on the sales forecast adopted in the latest GRC, sometimes

guaranteeing a miscollection of base rate revenues from the moment the rate change was
made.

ECAC & AER

Fuel costs and purchased power costs are recovered in an Energy Cost Adjustment
Clause (ECAC) and Annual Energy Rate (AER) proceeding.18.19 This proceeding covers all
fuel related production expenses. Most of the fuel expenses are recovered in the ECAC
rate, while the rest are covered in the AER. Like base rates, both the ECAC and the AER
rates are determined on a forecasted, or test year, basis. The difference between the two
mechanisms lies in the ex-post treatment of the result. In the ECAC, differences between
authorized and actual fuel costs are tallied in a balancing account and are, ultimately,
amortized in future rates. Thus, the Company is not at risk for rising fuel prices for most of its
fuel budget. The AER, on the other hand, does not receive balancing account treatment,
Thus, the company is at risk if actual fuel costs exceed forecasted for the fraction of fuel
costs assigned to the AER; however, even this risk is limited by a ceiling and floor, although
they are rarely reached in practice. Without AER, the utilities would have no incentive to

18. For simplicity, these ECAC and AER proceedings are referred to here as simply the ECAC
proceeding.

19. An excellent history of the evolution of the AER appears in Ameer, 1989.
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practice fuel efficiency because all costs would simply be passed through to customers. The
fraction of fuel costs covered by the AER varies by utility, ranging from 8 to 22%.20 The
differences are intended to reflect the overall company exposure to risk from fuel price
changes.

Each of the major electric companies is authorized to make one ECAC filing per year
on a regularly scheduled basis. The utilities must file a second ECAC application if the sum
of the ECAC and forecasted energy costs would increase or decrease present-rate
revenues by more than 5 percent.21 Because of the nature of the filing requirement, this
type of ECAC filing is known as a trigger filing. Trigger filings have occurred but are
generally infrequent. In the most recent trigger filing, ERAM rates were also updated
because the commission argued that ERAM rates should be updated every time a new
forecast is available; however, there has been no clear Commission policy in this regard.

Forecast Test Year

As noted above, unlike many other jurisdictions, all California ratemaking depends on
a test year that is in the future, rather than a known historic year.22 The use of a forecast test
year has the advantage that circumstances that will obtain during the period for which rates
are being set are better reflected in the rates, that is, to the extent that the forecast is
accurate. Note that future test years are used for both the GRC and the ECAC cases. A
separate forecasting effort is conducted at least once a year.

Forecasting, in the absence of ERAM, is problematic in that it creates an incentive for
gaming on the part of the utilities with regard to their forecasting. Notice that conditions will
never be forecast correctly for the test year; that is, the revenue requirement allowed in a
rate case will never be collected exactly. Furthermore, since any base-rate revenue
collected in excess of the allowed revenue requirement minus incremental AER fuel cost
constitutes profit to the utility, a perverse incentive results, namely, to increase sales as
much as possible between cases that set base rates. After the rates are set, the utility is

20. The AER fractions of the four major utilities are: Edison 11%, PG&E 9%, SDG&E 8%, and SPP 22%,
21. CPUC Decision 83-02-076, as referenced in CPUC Decision 89-06-049
22. Phillips, 1988, p. 188
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encouraged to raise extra revenues by any means possible, thereby increasing its rate of
return on rate base.23 The gaming opportunity arises in the forecast year approach because
the utility is rewarded for the adoption of a low sales forecast by the Commission. That is, the
utility’s best GRC strategy is to dramatically underforecast sales in the hope of pulling down
the Commission’s adopted sales forecast, as far as possible.24.25

23. There is actually a small caveat here. Since in California the utility is liable for the AER fraction of fuel
costs, if the AER fraction of per kWh fuel cost ever exceeded the base rate of electricity, which is highly unlikely,
it would no longer benefit the utility to stimulate additional sales.

24. This argument assumes that electricity demand is inelastic over the period between rate cases, which
is a reasonable assumption.

25. A tricky complication not covered in detail here results from the calculation of AER, which, although the
AER is a rate, comes via a budget calculation. This means the utility can gain if its actual AER budget is less than
forecast, creating an incentive to over-forecast sales. However, the size of this gain is small compared to the
incentive, the absence of ERAM, to under-forecast sales. It is also unclear, without careful study, how changes
in output might change the AER. The outcome depends on the magnitude of marginal fuel costs relative to

average fuel costs, which is a complex question because fuel supply contracts usually contain both fixed and
variable terms.

12



JUSTIFICATIONS FOR ERAM

The complexity of the regulatory process has lead to rather convoluted arguments in
favor of and in opposition to ERAM that are not easily unwound into a neat list. Furthermore,
the debate has evolved as the State’s priorities have changed. Hence, any listing of
arguments, such as the following, is somewhat arbitrary.

1. ERAM eliminates the disincentive to conservation.

The conservation argument holds that without ERAM, California utilities would face two
perverse incentives with adverse implications for achieving conservation policy goals.
First, once the costs of a conservation program have been added to base rates, the
utility’s best interests are served by making the program fail to deliver the conservation
promised.26 In this way, the utility recovers the costs of the program yet avoids the
revenue loss its success implies. Second, between rate cases, the utility further faces
an incentive to sell as much power as possible, virtually irrespective of the costs of
generating it. In both cases, the revenue gained from selling a kWh above the forecast
level represents an almost direct contribution to the company bottom line.

2. ERAM removes the incentive to game in forecasting.
The incentive to underforecast sales before a rate case and promote sales after it was
of particular concern during the late 1970’s and early 1980’s. By guaranteeing that the
utility will recover its revenue requirement, the incentive to game with the sales forecast
is eliminated.

3. ERAM encourages the financial health of the utilities.
The guaranteeing of revenue collections significantly contributes to the financial health
of the utilities by reducing the variability of earnings. The primary benefit of utility
financial health to the ratepayer accrues through a lower cost of borrowing for the
utility, although, clearly, other benefits could be listed. ERAM not only eliminates the
potentially adverse effects of losses of sales from conservation, it also automatically

adjusts for many other perturbations on sales, including weather fluctuations and the
business cycle.

4. ERAM permits innovative ratemaking.
One potential source of revenue variability merits special mention, namely, the
consequences of imperfect, or experimental ratemaking. Notice that if the base rate set
in the rate case is incorrect, the subsequent miscollection of revenues will accrue in the
ERAM balancing account together with all others. That is, the utility is not hurt by
ratemaking inaccuracy.

26. California practice permits both expensing and ratebasing of conservation program costs.
13



ERAM contributes to regulatory efficiency.

With regard to both the elimination of the incentive to game with forecasts, and the
elimination of fear of inaccurate ratemaking, it merits repeating that the presence of
ERAM reduces the contentiousness of regulatory proceedings.

14



HISTORY OF ERAM

Introduction of ERAM

To eliminate the utility disincentive to conservation, ERAM was introduced for the four
major California electric utilities beginning with the Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E) in 1982. The introduction came about as part of a landmark GRC for PG&E, which
took place in late 1981.27 In the case, PG&E pleaded for significant rate relief and for the
adoption of various regulatory reforms that would ease the company’s debt burden and
raise its rate of return. In addition to the generally unfavorable business climate and high
interest rates of the times, these were the darkest days of the company’s long and painful
experience constructing the Diablo Canyon nuclear station. When the plant was nearly
complete in 1981, an engineer had discovered a fateful design error which resuited in the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission withdrawing the plant's low-power licence. The company
was forced to engage a new construction manager for the project and extensively redesign
and repair the plant, a process that ultimately doubled the cost of a plant that had already
been under construction for 14 years. The prime interest rate stood at 19%, so avoiding the
costly borrowing needed for capacity additions was the paramount goal of the time. The
State also faced the danger of an immediate capacity shortfall due to the further delay of
Diablo Canyon, and, hence, the need to eliminate disincentives to conservation was
imperative, as was the need to stimulate development of independent sources of
generation.

The following statement from the Commission’s ruling, however, reveals that the desire
to foster conservation was not the only benefit the Commissioners foresaw from ERAM.

In this decision we reject PG&E’s proposals for various ratemaking changes such as allowance of
CWIP in rate base and changed depreciation policies that many other regulatory commissions permit
to offset risk and reduce cash flow. In declining to grant these measures which reduce risk to the wutil-
ity by shifting it to the ratepayers, we recognize that a somewhat higher return on equity is
reasonable. It should be noted that the authorized return on equity can be actually eamed by the util-
ity only if it succeeds in aggressive management of its costs of operation. We do not, however, grant
- the high rate of return of 18% PG&E requested. The additional cash flow resulting from the Tax Act

27. CPUC Decision 93887
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as well as the revenue stability from the Energy [sic28] Revenue Adjustment Mechanism (ERAM)

adopted herein should reduce PG&E's risk and thus the size of the return. 29

The emphasis of the Commission on the promise that ERAM would improve the financial
condition of PG&E makes an interesting historical note.30 Although PG&E had proposed
ERAM in its filing, the support for ERAM was broad. In addition to PG&E, the CPUC staff and
the California Energy Commission staff endorsed the concept, although their proposed
mechanisms differed slightly. ERAM was later adopted for the other major California
investor owned utilities (IOU’s), Southern California Edison (Edison) in 1983, San Diego
Gas and Electric in 1984, and finally, the Sierra Pacific Power Company.31

OIR Reviewing ERAM

Conditions in the industry looked very different by 1985, when the Commission initiated
a seminal review of ratemaking in the State, of which a thorough analysis of the incentives
created by ERAM was a central part.32.33 A far-reaching survey of the issues in the review,
which was conducted under the general banner of an Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR),
appears in the paper by Mark Ziering, which appears as an appendix to the OIR record.34
The addition of two large nuclear plants in the State, San Onofre and Diablo Canyon, in
1985 and 1986, and the rapid emergence of independent power supplies had pushed the
State into a comfortable capacity situation. Futhermore, energy prices had fallen, and
creeping deregulation of the industry was taking hold. The financial health of the State’s

28. The accepted name became the Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanism, but it is not clear exactly
how, why, or when the change took place. From the beginning, however, the actual balancing account was
known as the Electric Revenue Adjustment Account.

29. CPUC Decision 93887

30. The Commission’s focus on utility financial heaith is made more poignant by the fact that, because
eight years have passed, supporting testimony to the case has now been purged from the historic record at the
CPUC, and only the decision itself remains. That is, the documents that argued for the introduction for ERAM in
the pursuit of conservation goals are lost while the Commission's claim that ERAM would serve the utilities's
financial interests remains.

31. The first three companies currently account for about 75% of electricity consumption in the state.
Pacific Power and Light was instructed to adopt ERAM, bL_xt it ha_s not yet complied, and there are also several
municipal utilities over which the CPUC has no jurisdiction.

32. CPUC Decision 85-12-076
33. CPUC OIR 86-10-001, later redesignated Investigation 1.86-10-001
34. Ziering, 1986
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IOU’s was also looking decidedly brighter. ERAM was being reviewed, then, in an environ-
ment quite different from the one into which it was introduced.

Ziering argued that the era of ERAM was over, and the pressing need of the time was
preventing uneconomic bypass from the State’s utilities, that is, preventing large customers
generating their own power if they could be served by the State’'s IQU's for any price <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>